This weakness certainly has something to do the breadth of the subject matter; covering this amount of material in the single volume simply doesn't leave much space for analysis. But I also think it has to do with Brick and Phelps' lack of an overarching theory of history. The closest they get to a central thesis comes in their introduction, where they write: "The waxing and waning of radical fortunes across this entire [postwar] period are best understood by apprehending margin and mainstream as the constitutive duality of the American radical experience" (p. 7). But Brick and Phelps simply use these terms as synonyms for "radical" and "not radical," respectively, without digging any deeper into how they relate to each other.
An instructive parallel here is to Howard Zinn's classic A People's History of the United
States. Zinn makes his scholarly project explicit in the very first chapter of his book, where he argues that history as it is traditionally taught ignores major conflicts of interest between social classes, and that his goal is to tell history from the perspective of the oppressed classes. Both A People's History of the United States and Radicals in America tell the story of political movements, but where Zinn's "people's history" framing is explanatory, Brick and Phelps' idea of "marginality" is tautological; where A People's History is explicitly political, Radicals attempts a sort of objectivity.
